Microbial counts were variable among diets and can be found in Table 3 . E. coli and 150 total coliform counts were numerically highest in the Beef diet (10,000 and 28,000 cfu/g, 151 respectively) and numerically lowest in the Blend diet (110 and 150 cfu/g, respectively) . The
152
Beef diet tested positive for mold (10 cfu/g) while all other diets did not contain detectable levels 153 of mold. Yeast and aerobic plate counts were greatest in the Blend diet (4,000 and 26,000,000 154 cfu/g, respectively), while yeast was lowest in the Pork diet (20 cfu/g). Staphylococcus aureus 155 was not detected in any of the diets (10 cfu/g reporting limit). Salmonella was presumptive 156 positive in Pork and Blend diets, and was negative in the other two diets.
157

Energy and Macronutrient Digestibilities
158
Average diet intakes and fecal output and characteristics are found in Table 4 . Dry matter 159 intakes (g/day) and GE intake (kcal/day DMB) of all diets were not different (P > 0.05). With 160 the exception of the single animal removed from the study for two periods, all animals 161 maintained body weight within 5% throughout the study. Fecal dry matter outputs (g/day) were 162 not different among animals but as-is grams of fecal output (g/day) were greater (P = 0.01) when 163 animals were fed Beef (15.3 g) compared to when fed the Blend diet (4.1 g). Fecal scores ranged 164 from 1.6 to 2.6, with the Beef treatment producing higher fecal scores than Horse (P = 0.01) and
165
Pork (P = 0.02).
166
All diets were highly digestible, especially regarding fat (98.6 to 99.7%), and were not 167 different. Most statistical differences were seen between Horse, Beef, and Blend diets. The
168
Blend diet was 7.4% more digestible (P = 0.04) in DM than Horse, 5.0% more digestible (P = 169 0.01) in CP than Beef, 6.7% and 5.4% more digestible in OM compared to Horse (P = 0.01) and
170
Beef (P = 0.02), respectively, and 5.6% and 4.3% more digestible in GE compared to Horse (P yielded 4.9, 5.1, 5.6, and 4.9 kcal/g DM of ME for each respective diet (Table 4) .
180
DISCUSSION
181
Reluctance to feed raw pork originated from concerns associated with Trichinae and 182 pseudorabies (Catty, 1969; Nauwynck et al., 2007 , 1995; Farkas, 1998; Rastogi et al., 2007; Greve, 2012; Lindsay et al., 2012 , 2010b; Kerr et al., 2013a) . From these previous studies, fat (22.2 to 36.9%) and GE
Beuchat
225
(5.9 to 6.4 kcal/g DM) concentrations also were similar to the current study with the exception of 226 the Pork diet that was slightly greater (39.9% and 6.7 kcal/g DM GE, respectively). When and Horse) for evaluation of Salmonella species. Aerobic colony counts and E. coli counts in 238 diets were five and twenty times greater, respectively, than allowable levels set by the European
239
Commission issued for human grade raw meat products (European Commission, 2005 differences between DE and ME should be around 6.5%. The current study is supported by 321 previous studies demonstrating modified Atwater values underestimate ME for raw meat diets.
322
Animal managers should evaluate the ME content on labels of diets produced in the US to 323 manage body weight and condition more accurately (Clauss et al., 2010 increasing passive transport absorption and possibly resulting in soft stools (Kerr et al., 2013b) .
341
It has been suggested that raw diets for zoo carnivores should include a combination of beet pulp 342 and cellulose (2% each) to achieve optimal intestinal health (Kerr et al., 2013b).
343
Conclusions
344
Similar macronutrient and energy digestion was observed in African wildcats fed a pork-345 based raw meat diet compared with other common diets varying in protein and fiber source.
346
Additionally, cats tolerated high and variable ranges of microbial loads in raw meat diets without 347 impact on fecal scores. Beyond lack of consumption, clinical signs of infection and disease were 348 absent in cats fed diets and nutrient digestibilities fell within expected ranges despite the microbe 349 variation, indicating guidelines for appropriate and expected levels of microbes in carnivore diets 350 need further evaluation and clarification to aid animal managers and diet manufacturers alike.
351
Additionally, because raw meat diets are digested more efficiently than processed foods, Calculated ME, kcal/g 6 5.2 5.5 6.0 5.5 a-c Means within a row lacking a common superscript letter are different (P < 0.05) 526 1 GE = gross energy; DE = digestible energy; ME = metabolizable energy; DMB = dry matter 527 basis.
528
2 Fecal scores were evaluated using a scale of 1 to 5 with: 1=hard, dry pellets; 2=dry, well-529 formed; 3=soft, moist, formed; 4=soft, unformed; 5=watery liquid. 4 ME = Calculated using modified Atwater: 8.5 kcal of ME/g of fat + 3.5 kcal of ME/g of CP + 532 3.5 kcal of ME/g of N-free extract.
533
5 ME = Calculated using unmodified Atwater: 9 kcal of ME/g of fat + 4 kcal of ME/g of CP + 4 534 kcal of ME/g of N-free extract.
535
